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United States Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General

Memorandum of Activity

Case Number: Roporting Office: Type of Activity:
NMOZH000450800 JRI-8 San Francisco Interview

Date of Actlvity: Date Report Drafted: Location of Activity:
07102014 07/14/2014

Subject of Activity: Activity Conductad By (Name(s}): Signature:
CHRATRE, RAVI . Lisa Glazzy LG

On July 10, 2014, Special Agent Lisa Glazzy, U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of Inspector Genaeral, San
Francisco, CA interviewed Ravi Chhatrs, Investigator-in-Charge, National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB), regarding
the NTSB's investigation of the September 9, 2010 PGAE pipeline rupture in San Bruno, CA. Assistant United States
Attorney Kim Berger, Special Assistant Uniled States Attorney Brett Morris, and Inspector Richard Maher, San Mateo
County District Attarney's Office, also participated in the interview. Present during the interview was NTSB Deputy General
Counsel Ann Gawall.. The interview occurred at Chhatre's office in Washington DC. After being advised as to the identity
of the interviewers and the nature of the interview, Chhatre voluntarily provided the following information:

The NTSB does not get involved in every incident. There is certain NTSB criteria that needs to be met. One of those is
fatalities. After an incident occurs, the NTSB on-duty investigator will gather the details, prepare a summary report, and
natify the appropriate personnel, including supervision. A recommendation is made to "launch” or not. If it is a major
incident, a tearn is launched, and the on-call NTSB member joins the team. The team usually includes a public affairs
person. Various state agencies are notified.

Regarding the San Brunc explosion, Chhatre was the NTSB Investigator-in-Charge (IIC). The team consisted of
approximately 16 people that spent about 2 weeks on scene. The IIC usually reports the facts without any analysis,
secures the scene of the accident, decides who is responsible for what, conducts interviews of those involved, and collects
evidence such as the pipe. The NTSB Chief Counsel's office prepares the protocol for those few to receive what is calied
“party status.” Typically party status is given to someone from PHMSA, the local police department, the local fire
department, experts, and the operator, such as PG&E. Those members given party status must adhere to the protocol

which includes not talking to the media, being completely forthcoming, and not interfering or impeding the NTSB's
investigation.

Bob Fassett was PG&E's party status representafive, but it then switched to William Hayes. The party status representative

had to "have enough clout.” Typically, a company will designate its own party representative. The NTSB did not choose

this person. Hayes replaced Fassett, because the NTSB team learnad that Fassett and a PG&E attorney conducted an

interview (without the NTSB's knowledge) and talked with an older gentleman that had worked on the ruptured pipe.

Chhalre confirmed that Frank Maffei was the older gentieman that Fassett and the attorney talked to unbeknownst to the

NTSB. At Chhatre's request, Fassett was removed as the party representative and replaced with Hayes. !

It was the second or third time PG&E was not forthcoming with information. One of the requirements to receive party status
was lo be up-front with information. PG&E really stood out as a company that was not forthcoming and lacked cooperation.
They would dump a whole crate of documents and stamp everything confidential.

The NTSB requested all types of documents when it came to writing their report. All of their reperts use supporting
informaticn. The reports are uploaded to the NTSB website.

(Agent's Note: AUSA Berger asked Chhalre to review a Septamber 30, 2010 data request.)

The NTSB asked for the information, because the rupture happened below MAOP. It was Important to know what

This report |a the property of the Office of Inspector General, and Is For Oficial Use Only. It contalns senaitive inw enforcament Infarmation, the use and
dinasmination cf which Is subject to the Privacy Act, § U.5.C. § 582a. This Informetion may not be copled or dissemineted without tha written permission of the O1G,
which will be granted only In accordance with the Privacy Act and the Fresdom of Information Act, 5 U.8.GC. § 552, Any unauthorized or unofficlal usa or

' dissaminatlon of this Information will be penalized.

Page 1of 3 Offica of Inspector General - Investigations
U.8. Department of Transportation
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Caso Number: Roporting Office: Type of Activity:
(1020000450800 JRI-8 San Francisco lnterview

Dats of Activity: Dato Raport Draftod: Location of Activity:
077102014 071472014

Subject of Activity: Activity Conducted By (Nams(s)): Signature:
CHHATRE, RAVI . Lisa Glazzy LG

happened to the pipe before the rupture. PG&E played games with the MOP/MAQP terminclogy. The NTSB was confused
with PG&E's use of MOP vs MAOP.,

{Agent's Note: AUSA Berger asked Chhatre to review a February 2011 supplemental to the data request.)

PG&E tried to extrapolate the 10% policy. They were using the 10% from another regulation which did not apply in this
case.

(Agent's Note: AUSA Berger asked Chhatre 1o review an exhibit.)

"PG&E played a game” by exceading the praessure 1o maintain capacity of their pipes without doing the more rigorous lest.
The NTSB leamed about the pressure increases through interviews and reviewing documents, Chhatre recalled receiving
the RMI-06 and his first reaction was that “they are not allowed to do that," referring to 10% policy. The original RMI-06
contained the 10% policy statement. Later, Chhatre received the April 6th letter from Hayes saying "Oops, thal was a
mistake in sending" that version of the RMI-06. °It was never approved.” Chhatre never followed up with PGSE on the April
6th letter. There was no discussion of it with the rest of the party. The NTSB held the information in the letier close. They
may have discussed it with PHMSA. PG&E was being "shady." The NTSR did not pursue whether PG&E was actually
using the 10% policy. Chhatre didn't have the evidence, but he believed PG&E was using the 10% policy. With time

restraints piaced on the NTSB to finish their investigation, Chhatre could not do a lot of things he wanted to do. He had to
stay focused.

Chhatre would have liked to have known about the 10% policy, and if PG&E were using the policy. If they were using it, it
should have been disclosed to the NTSB, but he also belisved that the regulators should have discovered it. Chhatre
recalled talking with Hayes about the April 6th letter. Chhatre confirmed with Hayes that the version without the 10% policy
was the version that should have been sent to the NTSB. Chhatre advised he “took them at face value® on the April 6th
letter when PG&E said the earlier version was an unapproved draft. Chhatre did not know if PG&E was using the practice,
but if PGAE were, Chhatre would have wanted to know on what pipe fines and would have wanted a conversation with
PHMSA about why they did not catch it. 1f PG&E had told someone that they were using the 10% policy, the NTSB and the
regulators would have all known about it. Chhatre could not recall if he asked Hayes if the 10% policy was in effect or not.
Chhatre's theory at thal time was that PG&E's record keeping was shabby, and it was one more thing that PG&E was not

telling him. PG&E should have told the NTSB if they were using the 10% policy, and Chhatre would have liked to have
known.

Chhatre wrote a memorandum to file explaining that PG&E had an earlier version of the RMI-06 containing the 10% policy
because Chhatre wanted the record 1o be clear that PG&E later claimed that version with the 10% policy was an
unapproved draft.

Chhatre may have spoken to Sunil Shori about the Apri! 6th letter and the 10% policy. He spoke frequently with Shari, but
nothing stands out in his mind.

Chhatre recalled talking with Peter Katchmar about the 10% policy, and Katchmar advised that it was not an acceptable
practice,

Chhatre recalled that Hayes was reluctant to provide Bill Manegold for an interview, claiming Manegold may have been

Thin repont Is the property of the Office of inapector Gsneral, and is Por OMiclal Use Only. it containg sensitive law enforcemant information, tha use and
dissaminaticn of which s subjoct to the Privacy Act, 5 U.8.C. § 852a. This Information may net be copled or disseminated without the written permissicn of the 0I5,
which will bo granted only in accordance with the Prvacy Act and the Fresdom of {nformation Act, 5 U.8.C. § 552, Any unauthorizsd or unofficlal use or
dizsamination of this Info:matisn will be penailzed.
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Case Number: Reporting Office: Type of Activily:
110Z0000450900 JRI-9 San Francisco Intarview

Date of Activity: Date Raport Drafted: Location of Activity:
0771012014 ) 07/14/2014

Subject of Activity: Activity Conducted By {Nama{s)): Signature:
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merdally unstabla.
Only the NTSE can file a docket. No other party members are allowed to do it.
{Agent's Note: AUSA Barger asked Chhatre about PG&E submitting a 1988 leak report late in their investigation.)

The leak was on the same line as the San Bruno fine, The leak was reported upstream of San Bruno, and it may have
been a seam weld issue. I there is a seam weld issue on a line, you should be using a tool to asses for that. Any prudent
operator would assess like that. PG&E explained to the NTSB that each segment is separate. PG&E said the leak report
was submitted late bacause it was lost in the tons of information. Chhatra advised that the PG&E attorney was having a
"temper tantrum" asking Chhatre why he kept asking repeated questions. Chhatre felt they were not being forthcoming
about providing the leak report. It should have been provided in the first few months.

Chhatre disclosed Ihat he worked at PG&E in their lab for approximately 18 or 19 years, around 1972 to 1988.

Chhatre was critical of PG&E recordkeeping. When Fassett met the NTSB team when they first landed, Fassett explained
that the pipe was 30-inch seamless pipe. We "knew right away that something was fishy." No one used that type of pipe. i
really bothered Chhatre when Fassett told the team that. "A blind man could see it had a seam.” Wa continued to notice
more and more issues and discrepancies dealing with PG&E. Chhatre recalled asking Fassett, "Are you sure that it's
seamless?” Fassett raplied, "That's what the records show.”

Since the inception of the NTSB, it's rare to have "urgent recommendations” issued. In the pipeline field there have been
nine urgent recommendations issued. Six have been issued to PG&E. It was a concern ta the NTSB. All operators have

record keeping issues, but PG&E was excaptionally bad. It was a huge concern to Chhatre. "You have to know what's in
the ground.”

Chhatre recalled PG&E empioyees ware giggling, laughing and were sarcastic in interviews conducted by the NTSB in
January 2011. Chhatre felt as if they were mocking him. Maybe it was because the NTSB was not asking their questions
in the appropriate context. PG&E's demeanor was shocking and offensive to Chhatre and it really stood out to him.

During one of many meetings between the NTSB and Brian Daubin, Fassett, Shori, and possibly Katchmar, Shori
requested to travel to PG&E in Wainut Creek to immediately pick up some pertinent documents. Daubin dismissed Shori
saying something like, "Nope, you cannot have them today. You'll have to come tomarrow to get them.” The NTSB was
shocked in the manner in which PG&E dismissed Shori's request. Chhatre later said to Shori, "How can you take that from

them?" Shori acted a little embarrassed. Shori had no authority or power over PG&E. Shori was afraid he would not get
the support from his own managers.

All information was shared between NTSB, the CPUC, and PHMSA.

Chhatre felt tha! Chi Hung Lee "charry picked evidence.®

Reviswed By {Initials): M M Date: 11/06/2014

This report In the property of the Offica of inspector General, and Is For Officlal Use Only. it contains sensitve law snforcement informaticn, the usa and
dissemination of which Is subject to tha Privacy Act, 5 U.5.C. § 552a. This Infermation may not be copled or disseminated without the writlen permission of tha GIG,
whigh wili ba granted only In eccordence with the Privacy Act and the Freedom of Information Act, 8 U.8.G. § 552, Any unauthorized or unoMcial use or
dissemination of this Infarmation will be penalized.
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SAN MATEO COUNTY
DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

NAME: PG&E
INSPECTOR: R. Maher DATE: 11-03-2014
CASETYPE: WITNESS INTERVIEW CASE#: CR10-0923-01
Matthew Nicholson (NTSB)
Supplemental Report “Z”
SUMMARY:

On 07-10-2014, at approximately 1130 Hours, Agent Lisa Glazzy (DOT), Brett Morris (SAUSA/CA
DAG), Kim Berger (AUSA) and [ met with Matthew Nicholson PE (NTSB) at the NTSB building in
Washington DC. Jim Rodriguez (NTSB Assistant General Counsel) was also present but did not
actively participate in the interview. We introduced ourselves, provided Nicholson with our business
cards, and explained we were working with the US Attorney’s Office on an investigation involving

PG&E and the San Bruno explosion. Nicholson agreed to talk with us and provided us with the
following information.

INTERVIEW:

Matthew Nicolson is a Professional Engineer (PE) employed by the NTSB as a Pipeline Accident
Investigator. He explained that he was not part of the initial launch (response) team that went out to
San Bruno in the wake of the explosion but instead joined the investigation in 01-2011.

Nicholson explained the various investigation teams had already been established upon his assignment
to the investigation and he was assigned to assist Ravi Chhatre. In that support position he helped to
manage the voluminous requests made to PG&E.

Nicholson felt his largest contribution was focused on the Milpitas Terminal and more specifically, the
SCADA equipment. With regard to his investigation into IM, he reviewed the GIS data and the factual
report (prepared by Karl Gunther of the NTSB). Within GIS he personally noted “lots of inaccuracies
and missing data” that called into question many of the IM assumptions that PG&E had made.

Nicholson interviewed several PG&E employees but only a few employees stood out. He remarked
that William Manegold was a very quiet and withdrawn individual and he got the impression that many
of Manegold’s answers came from Brian Daubin and Robert Fassett as they interjected themselves in

Case# CR10-0923-01 ' Page 10f3
inspector: R. Maher {REV)
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his interview. Nicholson's recollection of the interview with Kazmirsky was that Kazmirski was
forthcoming and “shut off” the PG&E attorney influence by answering the questions “true to topic.”
Nicholson also remembered an interview with a former employee, Frank Maffei. This intemew.stond
out because the investigators learned in the interview that Fassett and a PG&E attorney had previously
interviewed the witness outside of the NTSB investigation and then failed to share what they had
learned with the NTSB.

Nicholson described this unauthorized interview as a-breach of their party agreement. Ultimately,
Fassett was removed from having party status and Bill Hayes took his place. He confirmed that Fassett
would have had to sign a party agreement before he could participate and a copy of that agreement
should be available for our review.

Nicholson told us that PG&E was “defensive,” “condescending,” “sarcastic,” and it was a “toxic
atmosphere.” He felt as though the PG&E attorneys were trying to stop things and the NTSB was not
getting real information from them. He added that in other investigations conducted by the NTSB the

involved parties have been tough but in this case there appeared to be a problem with the culture at
PG&E.

Nicholson thought some of the NTSB interviews may have been recorded and the recording, if they

were made, would be available through the NTSB. He added that the signed party agreements would
also be available.

Nicholson was shown the 09-30 Data Request; He examined the request and told us that it was not one
he had created but it was one of the data requests that he tracked in the investigation.

Nicholson was shown the 02-22-2011 Supplemental Response. He examined it and stated he
remembered it. He thought the original data request had been a field generated request and not one he
had initiated. He explained the tracking of the supplemental responses was “nuts” because there was a
real difficulty in determining if the response you were tracking was the most current one.

Nicholson was shown the 12-2010 Data Request on planned pressure increases. He stated he ' was very
familiar with this issue and PG&E’s practice of “pumping up their lines” every 5 years. It was his
recollection that the regulations state that if you exceeded your normal operating pressure you need to
assess the line for threats and PG&E was using an apparent loophole to raise pressures and maintain
capacity. He remembered the planned pressure increases was one of the things he asked Sara Peralta
about during the NTSB hearings and documented PG&E’s practice as an issue to pursue later.

Nicholson was asked about Ravi Chhatre’s memo to file regarding the 10% overpressure policy. He
remembered the letter and thought it had been an excellent idea for Chhatre to document it in that way.
He didn’t remember ever discussing the policy with anyone from PG&E, Chhatre or anyone at the
CPUC. He explained he would not have focused on the 10% issue because he was heavily involved in

other areas of the investigation. He suggested that Robert Hall (NTSB) would have been more
involved in this area. '

Nicholson told us that with regard to GIS he went over the maps and the alignment sheets. He recalled
seeing a lot of blanks and fought with PG&E to get the historical records. He questioned Peralta about |
the data and how they could determine if there was “incomplete” data. Peralta told him the fields
would be filled with “NA* or left blank if there was missing data. He summarized that there were

Case # CR10-0923-01 Page2 of 3
Inspector: R. Maher (REV)
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problems with the records because they were “messy” and “incomplete.” He _c]arified that there were
also a lot of fields with incorrect data: depth of cover, yield strength, MAOP, pipe materials, etc.

Nicholson remembered sitting in on a conference call with PG&E about the late disclosul"e of the 1988
leak on L132. He thought that Brian Daubin (PG&E), Bob Fassett (PG&E), Sunil Shor (CI-’UC) and
Ravi Chhatre (NTSB) were also on the call. PG&E had failed to provide the leak information to the
CPUC and Sunil Shori (the CPUC regulator) told them he would come down a pick it up from them
that same day. During this call, Daubin told Shori “no™ he could not come get it and told him “You can
show up but you won’t get in [to the facility.]” Daubin told Shori he could not come until the next day.
Nicholson thought this was an “ugly thing” from PG&E and was “shocked” at how PG&E talked to
Shori who was their regulator. :

Nicolson told us that the various investigation teams create factual reports from their investigations.
The factual reports are lengthy and contain a lot of details, Some of the factual report topics included:
SCADA, 1M, Operations, and Record Keeping. Once finished, PG&E had a chance to comment on the
factual reports and make suggestions. The NTSB was not under any pressure to accept any of PG&E’s
suggestions. It was his recollection that many of the PG&E suggestions were superficial in nature and

had more to do with syntax and language than facts. The factual reports were then put together and
summarized into the NTSB “final report.”

Nicholson remembered that Fassett and a PG&E attorney had interviewed a former PG&E employee
outside of the NTSB investigation and then failed to disclose that interview to the NTSB. He described
Fassett’s actions as inappropriate and added that Fassett attempted to cover himself and say the right
things afterwards. Specifically, Fassett tried to tell the NTSB that he was trying to vet a potential
witness as relevant before bringing the witness into to the NTSB. Fassett was removed from having
NTSB party status as a result of this and was replaced by Bill Hayes.

Nicholson told us that it was his impression that getting information from PG&E was very difficuit. He
stated it was very frustrating because they had to rely on reviewing the documents since there was a
lack of cooperation and openness from the PG&E employees.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

WITNESS Name E-Mail:

NICHOLSON, Matthew inatthew nicholson@ntsb.gov
Business Name _ Work Phone

National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) (202)314-6468

Business Address _ Cell Phone

490 L’Enfant Plaza East, SW, Washington DC 20594 | N/A

End of supplemental.

Inspector

Rich Maher

pate: ([ -05- 2014

Case # CR10-0823-01 Page 3 of 3
Inspector: R. Maher (REV) .
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United States Department of Transportation - Office of Inspector General
“Memorandum of Activity

Case Number: Reporting Offtce: Type of Activity:
110Z0000450500 JRI-9 San Francisco Intervigw

Data of Activity: Dais Roport Drafted: Location of Activity:
07102014 077232014

Subject of Activity: Activity Conductsd By (Name({s)): Signature:

HALL, ROBERT Lisa Glazzy LG

On July 10, 2014, Spacial Agent Lisa Glazzy, U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of Inspector General, San
Francisco, CA, interviewed Robert Hall, Pipaline Investigator, National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB), regarding the
NTSB's investigation of the September 9, 2010 PGA&E pipeline rupture in San Bruno, CA . Also participating in the interview
were Assistant United States Attorney Kim Berger, Special Assistant United States Attorney Brett Morris and Inspector
Richard Maher, San Mateo County District Attorney's Office. Present during the interview was NTSB Deputy General
Counsei Ann Gawalt. Hall was interviewed at his office in Washington DC. After being advised as to the identity of the
interviewers and the nature of the inlerview, Hall voluntarily provided the following information:

Hail began hig career at the NTSB in March 2011. When he was hired, the NTSB's investigaiion of the San Bruno incident
had bsen completed. The NTSB team investigating San Bruno did not have someone with significant mechanical integrity
experience, so Hall filled that roll. The position required him to take a downgrade, but he was ultimately selected to a
deputy direclor position shortly after he was hired.

For the first 3 to 4 weeks, Hail caught up with the details of the investigation by reading reporis that had been submitted by
PG&E. He focused on the Integrity Management program (IMP) and how it was developed. PGAE was a more difficult
company to deal with, Getting information from them was like "pulling teeth."

Hali made sure that the NTSB team was being more specific with how they requested information from PG&E. They
needed to use words like "any and all records." At times, PG&E would "push back” saying the NTSB's request for
information was too broad. Hall felt PG&E eventually "came clean” on things, but it was ltke pulling teeth. If the NTSB
didn't ask for something in the proper way, PG&E wouldn't provide it.

Most conversations Hall encountered with PG3E employees were with William Hayes and Bob Fassett.

Hall did not conduct any formal interviews, but recalled talking with Frank Maffei.

Hail's general impression of PG&E is that it had a sioppy IMP. He would rank PG&E in the lower third, and criticized PG&E
for not following its own procedures. PG&E would not do annuai reviews or updates to the IMP. Diract assessment (DA)
was not supposed to be used for L132. Seam issues should have been uncovered on L132 if the right methodology had
been selected. PG&E wanted DA to be its default assessment method because it was cheaper.

The NTSB team made many requests to PGAE for leak reports. Hall recalled a 1948 instaltation that PG&E had
documented failed welds. Hall advised that PG&E fixed the failed welds but criticized them for failing to inspect anything
beyond what they found. .

(Agent's Note: AUSA Berger asked Hall o raview a September 30, 2010 data request.)
Hall said this particular data request was made during a time when Hall was not an employee of the NTSB.

The principle issue was in the way PG&E had interpreted the regulation. PG&E interpreted it as a way to preserve its

Thia report Ia the property of the Office of inspactor General, and Is For Official Use Only. it contains sensitive law enforcamesnt information, tha use and
dinssmination of which Is subject to the Privacy Act, § U.8.C. § 552a. This information may not be copied or disseminatad without the written parmiasian of the 010,
which will ba grawted enty in secordance with the Privacy Act and the Freedom ef information Act, 5 U.5.C. § 552 Any unauthorizsd or uncfficial use or
dizsemination of this infamation will be panalized.
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MAQP/MOP, but Hall felt it was an incorrect interpretation.
(Agent's Note: AUSA Berger asked Hall to review a February 2011 supplemental to the data request.)
This particular supplemental request was made during a time when Hail was not an employee of the NTSB.

During the course of the NTSB's investigation, their focus was not on whether PG&E was increasing the pressure of thair
lines over 10%. They focused more on the way PGAE preserved the MAOP/MOP.

Hall did not recall having discussions about RMi 06 with PG&E. Hall felt that PG&E used a "creative interpretation” of the
regulation.

(Agent's Note: AUSA Barger asked Hall to review an exhibit.)

Hall had seen the Aprit Eth lefter bul did not recali having any specific discussions about it. Hall did not have any specific
discussions with PG&E regarding the 10% policy. Hall's interpretation of the April 61h letter certainly seamed to imply that
the 10% policy was not an approved practice, but Hall had no idea of whether or not PG&E was actually using it.

Hall believes PG&E was using the wrong interpretalion of the regulation. The regulation was supposed to be applied to

relief valves and not transmission lines. Looking at the total picture, PG&E was very sioppy and had a number of creative

interpretations. PG&E was trying to stretch the regulations. Hall commentad, "Every rock you wouid turn over, you would
find more problems."

Hall would have expected PGA&E to tell him if they were using the 10% policy but the NTSB was finding so many issues that
they had to leave out things just to stay "streamfined."

Hall suggested talking with PHMSA employee Mike Israni regarding the development of the IM regulations. Hall racalled a
huge number of supplemental reports.

Hall described some of his frustration with PG&E in obtaining an intémretation of what "N/A" stood for. It took PG&E weeks
to get him a simple response that N/A stood for “none.”

(Agent's Note: AUSA Berger asked Hall about PG&E submitting a 1988 leak report late in their investigation.)

Hall advised the report was produced late in investigation, however, it may have been submitted late because of the way
the NTSB requested it. The NTSB may not have been specific enough in their request.

In 1988, Hall was a consultant to PG&E in their nuclear group. Hall did not do anything dealing with their pipelines.
(Agent's Note: AUSA Berger asked Hall about Ravi Chhatre's memao to fils.)

Hall did not recall it specifically, however, suspacted the motivation for writing the memo was to clarify the 10% issue. Hall
would have expacted that if PG&E was using the 10% practice, it should have been disclosed to the NTSB.

This repart is the property of the Offics of Inepactor General, and Is For Official Lise Only. It contains sonsitiva law enforeement infermation, the use and
dinsamination of which is subject to the Privacy Act, 5 U.8.C. § 552a, This Informetion may not be copled or disseminated without the written parmiasion of the GIG,
which will ba granted only In accordance with the Privacy Act end the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.8.C. § 552. Any unauthortzed or unafiiclal use of
disseminetion of this infarmztion will be penaltzed.
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Hall recalled an "annoying" issue surrounding the INGAA Report. Hall felt PGAE tried fo mislead the NTSB's investigation
and push them into a diffarent direction with that report. The NTSB spent a significant amount of resources to discredit the
INGAA report. Hall felt it was a way for PG&E to divert attention off of them.

PG&E had to make disclosures to PHMSA regarding leaks, incidents and failures through a web-based application. PG&E

certified the information to PHMSA. The NTSB never received the documentation from PG&E that supported these
disclosures to PHMSA,

The NTSB prepared a factual report. All parties were invited to a technical review. The review took three days. ltwas a

very "painful” process because PG&E argued over many of the points in the report, but the NTSB changed very little in its
factual report.

Raviewed By (Initials): M M Date: 11/06/2014
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ATTACHMENT F

Letter From Sumeet Singh, Vice President, Asset and Risk Management Gas
Operations, Pacific Gas and Electric Company to Joseph Como, Acting
Director, Office of Ratepayer Advocates — Without Attachments

Transmitted Via Email On February 2, 2015




From: Mahe-Torres, Danielle L On Behalf Of Singh, Sumeet
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 4:29 PM

To: 'kvc@cpuc.ca.gov'

Cc: Vallejo, Alejandro (Law); Ramaiya, Shilpa

Subject: FW: PG&E's Response to January 30, 2015 letter from ORA to President Picker and the
Commissioners

From: Mahe-Torres, Danielle L On Behalf Of Singh, Sumeet
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 4:01 PM

To: 'joc@ecpuc.ca.gov'

Cc: 'kyc@cpuc.ca.gov’; 'tyr@cpuc.ca.gov’; 'eim@cpuc.ca.gov'; Vallejo, Alejandro (Law); Ramaiya, Shilpa
Subject: PG&E's Response to January 30, 2015 letter from ORA to President Picker and the
Commissioners

Mr. Como,
Please refer to the attached letter.

Thank you.

Swumeet Scngh

VP Asset & Risk Management
Gas Operations

Office #: 925-244-3184

Cell #: 415-671-9339




Pacific Gas and

eciri Sumeet Singh 6111 Bollinger Canyon Road
E c L pany i Vice F'resiclentg San Ramon, CA 84583
Asset and Risk Management Phone: 925.244.3189
Gas Operations E-mall: Sumeet.Singh@pge.com

Joseph A. Como

Acting Director

Office of Ratepayer Advocates
California Public Utilities Commission

Via Email
Dear Mr. Como:

PG&E is responding to the January 30, 2015 letter from Joseph Como, Acting Director of the
Office of Ratepayer Advacates (ORA), to President Picker and the Commissioners. However, in
light of applicable ex parte restrictions, PG&E is only addressing this letter to ORA and copying
the Commission’s General Counsel and Safety and Enforcement Division (SED).!

Despite ORA’s claims to the contrary, PHMSA’s interpretation letter dated January 23, 2015
does not indicate that PG&E’s pipelines are operating out of compliance with federal regulations.
As the Commission has found on numerous occasions, PG&E’s methodology for establishing the
Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP}) of its pipelines is consistent with the
Commission’s Orders and federal regulations. Moreover, PHMSA'’s interpretation letter
explicitly states that the federal agency “does not interpret state regulations.” As addressed
below, the Commission has engaged in extensive regulatory proceedings and analysis to
establish California-specific requirements.

Additionally, the 13 pipeline segments that PG&E self-reported on October 9, 2014, and which
ORA purports to offer as proof that PG&E is in violation of state and federal regulations, have
all been addressed and are currently operating in compliance with all applicable laws.

In short, ORA’s allegations of PG&E’s non-compliance are incorrect, and ORA’s overreaching
recommendations purport to undo years of rigorous proceedings that the Commission has aiready
completed, while ignoring extensive regulatory reviews by SED.

PG&E’s Calculation of Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) Complies With
State and Federal Requirements

PG&E calculates the MAOP of its pipelines in the precise manner that ORA claims is required
by federal law and Commission’s Orders. As ORA is aware, consistent with 49 CFR §
192.619(a), PG&E limits the MAOP of its pipelines to the lowest of the calculated component
design pressure, test pressure, and historical operating pressure, even where the line has been
hydro tested to a level that validates a historic operating pressure greater than the design
pressure, including those built before 1970.

L Decision 14-11-041




As explained by PHMSA’s recent interpretation letter, under § 192.619(a), pipelines must have
an MAOP that is the lowest of four values: (1) the design pressure of the weakest element in the
segment; (2) the pressure obtained by dividing the post-construction pressure test by a factor tied
to the segment’s class location; (3) the highest actual operating pressure to which the segment
was subjected between July 1, 1965 and June 30, 1970; and (4) the pressure determined by the
operator to be the maximum safe pressure after considering the history of the segment,
particularly known corrosion and the actual operating pressure. However, qualifying pipelines
that were designed and installed prior to July 1, 1970 are not subject to this provision. As stated
in § 192.619(c) (emphasis added):

The requirements on pressure restrictions in this section do not
apply in the following instance. An operator may operate a
segment of pipeline found to be in satisfactory condition,
considering its operating and maintenance history, at the highest
actual operating pressure to which the segment was subjected
during the 5 years preceding [July 1, 1970].

Thus, under the federal pipeline regulations, pre-1970 pipelines may operate at the highest
pressure experienced in the five years prior to July 1, 1970, even if that pressure exceeds the
design pressure calculated under § 192.105. As explained by PHMSA in the March 17, 2008
interpretation attached to ORA’s letter (emphasis added):

When these rules were first promulgated in 1970, PHMSA
recognized that an operator may not have all the pressure data
needed for existing pipelines. Therefore, we included in the rules
a “grandfather clause” to allow pipeline operators to establish the
MAOP of an existing pipeline segment in satisfactory condition,
and considering its operating and maintenance history, at the
highest actual operating pressure to which the segment was
subjected during the 5 years prior to July 1, 1970. This
“grandfather clause” is codified in § 192.619(c). ..

PHMSA’s 2008 and 2015 interpretations are consistent with PHMSA’s formal instruction to
operators in establishing MAOP:

If the design pressure rating for system components cannot be
determined due to lack of information, setting the MAOP based on
Part 192.619(a)(4) or Part 192.621(a}(5) may be considered. This
decision should be cleared through the appropriate regulatory
authority. It is suggested that any approval received from an
appropriate regulatory authority be obtained in writing to confirm
action in the future,

For transmission pipelines, under certain circumstances a design
pressure limit (or lack of information on which to set a design
pressure limit) may be overridden by Part 192.619(c). This
regulation allows systems components installed prior to July 1,
1970, to remain in service at the same pressure they were subjected
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to between July 1, 1965, and June 30, 1970, even if that pressure
exceeds the pressure rating for the component. If that is the case,
the historic operating pressure may be used to set the MAOP in
lieu of the design pressure.

(See Attachment 1). PG&E’s MAOP Validation process reviews records to determine the
pipeline’s historic operating pressure, identifies the maximum pressure established by a
qualifying strength test, and uses records and conservative engineering assumptions to calculate
the component design MAOP of each pipeline feature.

For all pipelines (including those built before 1970) PG&E sets the MAQP at the lowest value of
the calculated design pressure, the pressure allowed by a qualifying hydro test, and the historic
operating pressure.

The Line 147 proceedings, to which ORA alludes, demonstrated that PG&E follows all state and
federal requirements in calculating the MAOP of its pipelines. Line 147 was initially
constructed prior to implementation of federal pipeline safety regulations in 1970. Under the
federal regulations, PG&E did not possess the records required to establish MAOP under §
192.619(a). PG&E therefore followed § 192.619(c) in accordance with the federal regulations
and determined Line 147°s MAOP at the historic operating maximum pressure of 400 psig, as
established by operating records. However, PG&E must also follow the Commission’s
prohibition against reliance solely on historical operating pressure to establish MAOP.
Therefore, PG&E successfully conducted a strength test of Line 147 in 2011 to pressures in
excess of 600 pounds, validating the historic MAOP of 400 psig under D.11-06-017. PG&E,
however, went further and limited the MAOP to the lowest of design, test, and historic operating
pressure, which in the case of Line 147 is 330 psig based on the design MAOP.

Indeed, PG&E’s documents used to establish a pipeline’s MAOP follow the requirements of §
192.619(a). As part of every MAOP Validation Report, PG&E follows the requirements of §
192.619(a) and Commission’s Orders. (See Attachment 2).2

In short, PG&E’s MAOP methodology has been, and continues to be, consistent with the federal
gas safety regulations that ORA claims are controlling.

ORA Failed to Provide PHMSA With All Relevant Information

ORA’s request for interpretation to PHMSA misrepresented the Commission’s decisions and
withheld critical information from PHMSA, including the extensive regulatory proceedings and
analysis that the Commission established in promulgating California-specific requirements.

For example, in Decision 13-12-042, the Commission rejected ORA"s arguments, in part, on the
basis that ORA misapplied CPUC Decision 11-06-017, which required all “grandfathered”
natural gas transmission pipelines (under 192.619(c)) in California to have their MAOPs verified

2 Attachment 2 was produced during the Line 147 proceedings, and provided again to ORA’s counsel on October
17, 2014. As shown on pages Exh A-64 and 65, PG&E explicitly references and follows the requircments of §
192.619(a). Moreover, the data columns in MAOP Report directly correlate to the federal code sections that ORA
claims PG&E is fajling to follow: “MAOP per Design™ correlates to 192.619(a)}(1) and Commission’s Orders;
“MAOP per Test” correlates to § 192.619(a)(2); and “MAOP per Record” correlates to § 192.619(a)(3) or (4),
where applicable.




by a pressure test, or replaced. The first sentence of that decision states: “this decision orders all
California natural gas transmission operators to develop and file for Commission consideration
[an Implementation Plan] to achieve the goal of orderly and cost effectively replacing or testing
all natural gas transmission pipeline that have not been pressure tested.” The Commission’s
2011 Order went on to explain:

Notwithstanding the utilities’ recordkeeping challenges, these
missing records are particularly needed because the older pipelines
were exempled from pressure testing requirements and many have
not been pressure tested... [W]e require California natural gas
transmission pipeline operators to prepare and file a
comprehensive Implementation Plan to replace or pressure test all
natural gas transmission pipeline in California that has not been
tested or for which reliable records are not available.

Further, as an interim measure and to help prioritize the testing and replacement schedule, the
Commission ordered PG&E to complete its MAQOP determination based on calculations using
engineering-based conservative assumptions for pipeline components where complete strength
test records were not available. The Commission stated: “PG&E explained that it intends to use
the lower of the calculated MAOP or historical operating pressure. We approve using the
calculated MAOP to lower operating pressure as an interim measure pending replacement or
testing.”

Decision 11-06-017 thus kicked off a series of extensive regulatory workshops and proceedings,
which included voluminous records reviews and productions, days of expert testimony, and a fuli
vetting of PG&E’s Pipeline Safety Enhance Plan (PSEP). ORA, among other intevenors,
participated actively in these proceedings. Following that process, in Decision 12-12-030, the
Commission approved PG&E’s PSEP, including its MAOP validation methodology.

In implementing PSEP, through the end of 2014, PG&E accomplished the 4-year goal of strength
testing or records validation of 783 miles of transmission pipeline, replaced 127 miles of pipe
installed 208 automated valves, retrofitted 201 miles of pipe for in-line inspection. And, per the
Decision 11-06-017, as an interim safety measure, PG&E undertook an unprecedented records
collection effort, pursuant to which it digitally converted more than 3.8 million paper records,
which required processing approximately: 16,000 Pipeline Features Lists (PFL), 500,000 MAOP
components and 40,000,000 data fields including 3,000,000 MAOP specifications.

As part of its PSEP Updated Application submitted on October 29, 2013, PG&E described the
massive MAOP Validation project and referenced its completion. In that application, PG&E
also explained that “older, historic records are not complete, and that records validation is an
ongoing effort subject to continuous improvement. We will continue to discover new
information about our pipelines through records validation and field testing of engineering
assumptions.” ORA was an active participant and thus it should have raised its purported
concerns with PG&E’s MAOP calculation methodology in that regulatory proceeding. Instead,
ORA was one of the settling parties who filed the Joint Motion Of Settling Parties For Approval
Of PSEP Update Application Settiement Agreement On April 25, 2014, SED released a report
confirming that PG&E’s MAQP Validation process is consistent with Commission directives
and federal reguiations for establishing MAOP. SED’s review included a two week inspection
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by six SED engineers of PG&E’s PFLs, supporting documentation, and personnel involved in
creating the PFLs. SED report stated that the review “exposed SED to [a] whole new level of
understanding of the massive effort behind PG&E’s MAOP Validation efforts. . . .” SED
characterized PG&E’s MAOP Validation effort as

an unprecedented effort resulting in a substantial improvement
over the previous system of record. This effort provides a level of
detail not previously available and much can be learned from it.
The opportunity for deeper understanding of PG&E's transmission
system can greatly contribute towards improved decision-making
impacting the safety and integrity of the system beyond validation
of the MAOP.

SED concluded that “PG&E’s validation of MAOP was generally consistent with the CPUC’s
requirements under D.11-11-017, D.12-12-030, and Res L-410.”

In short, ORA’s attempt to secure a different answer from PHMSA than it has been able to elicit
from the Commission through the proper procedural channels sheds no additional light on
PG&E’s practice of establishing MAOP and constitutes a misguided understanding,

The 13 Segments Self-Reported By PG&E Are Operating In Compliance

ORA also purports to show that PG&E is out of compliance based on 13 pipe sections that
PG&E self-reported to SED on October 9, 2014, (See Attachments 3a-3e). As ORA is also
aware, on December 18, 2014, PG&E updated SED with several remedial actions (See
Attachment 4), and today each of the 13 sections PG&E self-identified are operating at pressures
that are compliant with state and federal requirements:

o PG&E has reduced the pressure on 11 of the 13 pipeline sections to levels that are
commensurate with their respective class locations;

o PG&E replaced one pipeline section with new pipe that allows greater pressure ratings,
and placed it back in service on December 10, 2014;

o PG&E worked with the property owner of a structure located near the remaining
pipeline section to demolish and relocate the building, which resulted in lowering the
class location of the pipeline and achieving a class-commensurate MAOP.

PG&E Has Provided Extensive Documentation Regarding The Historic MAOP Its
Pipelines

Lastly, ORA argues that PG&E needs to produce records related to the Grandfather Clause or
come into compliance with § 192.619(a). As stated above, PG&E is in compliance with §
192.619(a). Moreover, PG&E has already produced volumes of records related to the historic
operating pressures of its pipelines. For example, on March 15, 2011, PG&E produced a report
in Proceeding R.11-02-019 related to its records retrieval and MAOP validation efforts at that
time, including PG&E’s validation of records supporting the 1965-1970 highest operating
pressure for pipelines with MAOPs established under § 192.619(c).




In conclusion, ORA continues to misinterpret state and federal regulations related to MAOP,
misunderstands PG&E’s MAOP methodologies and has failed to raise its concerns via the proper
regulatory channels. As a result, ORA’s recommendations are unnecessary.
Sincerely,
/s/
Sumeet Singh
cc: Karen Clopton, Commission General Counsel
Denise Tyrrell, Director, Safety and Enforcement Division

Elizaveta Malashenko, Deputy Director, Safety and Enforcement Division

Attachments




ATTACHMENT G
“PHMSA Letter of Interpretation”

Letter From Jeffrey Wise, Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety,
Pipeline and Hazardous Material Administration to Joseph Como, Acting
Director, Office of Ratepayer Advocates

Dated January 23, 2015




Q@

U.S. Departrment of Transportation 1200 New lersey Ave, S.E.

Washington, D.C. 20590
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration

‘JAN 2 3 215

Mr. Joseph P. Como

Acting Director, Office of Ratepayer Advocates
California Public Utilities Commission

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mr. Como:

In a letter to the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) dated
December 4, 2013, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) requested a regulatory
interpretation of 49 CFR 192.619 regarding the maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP)
for natural gas pipelines. Specifically, ORA asked if the consideration of design pressure in

§ 192.619(a)(1) is required for pipelines that were placed in service before July 1, 1970. ORA
asked whether an operator must use the design pressure in § 192.619(a)(1) as the MAOP for a
segment of pipeline that was placed in service before July 1, 1970, if the design pressure is the
lowest pressure from the methods set forth in § 192.619(a). In addition, ORA informed PHMSA
that the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) no longer permits gas operators within
its jurisdiction to rely on the “Grandfather Clause” in § 192.619(c).

ORA attached PHMSA's letter objecting to the Oklahoma Corporation Commission’s (OCC)
Waiver of Compliance, PHP-08-0074, dated March 17, 2008, and stated that it believes that letter
to mean that an operator must calculate and consider the design pressure to determine the MAOP
of pipelines installed prior to July 1, 1970, as well as after that date. ORA asked if its
understanding is correct. ORA stated that the letter’s discussion was about distribution lines and
asked PHMSA to confirm that a MAOP calculated under § 192.619(a) cannot exceed design
pressure for transmission pipelines installed prior to July 1, 1970.

ORA informed PHMSA that in a recent hearing held by the CPUC, Pacific Gas & Electric
Company (PG&E) asserted that it is not required to consider design pressure for a pipeline
placed in service before July 1, 1970, that has been subject to a Subpart J strength test. ORA
stated that PG&E’s reasoning was that “§ 192.619(a)(1) is forward-looking and applies only to
segments of new pipeline installed after 1970, the year the Federal regulations became effective.”
ORA’s letter stated that PG&E believes that the regulations allow it to operate a pipeline placed
in service prior to July 1, 1970, at a MAOP based on its strength test pressure under

§ 192.619(a)(2) even if the design pressure is lower.

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Office of Pipeline Safety provides written
clarifications of the Regulations (49 CFR Parts 190-199) in the form of interpretation letters. These letters reflect
the agency's current application of the regulations to the specific facts presented by the person requesting the
clarification. Interpretations do not create legally-enforceable rights or obligations and are provided to help the
public understand how to comply with the regulations.



ORA stated that it disagrees with PG&E’s interpretation because:

1. Section 192.619(a) does not state the design pressure is inapplicable to pipelines installed
before July 1, 1970;

2. The MAOP requirements under § 192.619 are part of Subpart L, which govern safe
operating conditions, and the requirement in § 192.619(a) appears to be a mandatory
safety precaution; and '

3. ORA believes the above mentioned PHMSA letter to the OCC confirms that the design
pressure provision applies to lines placed in operation prior to July 1, 1970.

ORA asks the following questions, and PHMSA’s answers are below:

Question 1: When validating the MAOP of pipeline segments placed in operation before
July 1, 1970, and still in operation today, is the operator required to calculate and
consider the design pressure pursuant to § 192.619(a)(1)?

Response: Section 192.619(a) states: “No person may operate a segment of steel or plastic
pipeline at a pressure that exceeds a MAOP determined under paragraph (c) or (d) of this section,
or the lowest of the following: ....” Paragraphs (a)(1) — (a)(4) then specify four pressures which
must be calculated in order to determine the MAOP. Therefore, the answer is yes.

The operator of a pipeline that was placed into service before July 1, 1970, must determine
MAGOQRP in accordance with § 192.619. If § 192.619(a) is used to determine MAOP, the operator
must calculate the design pressure in accordance with § 192.619(a)(1), and use the design
pressure or a lower pressure as the MAOP if that is the lowest of the four pressures described in
paragraphs (a)(1) — (a)(4). If applicable, an operator may also use the “Grandfather Clause” in
§ 192.619(c) to determine the pipeline segment’s MAOP.

Over time, changes in the population density surrounding a pipeline segment will affect the class
location and MAOP of a pipeline. Section 192.613 requires operators to have a procedure for
continuing surveillance of its facilities to determine and take appropriate action concerning
changes in class location, When there are changes to population density along a pipeline
segment, § 192.609 requires the operator to conduct a class location study, and

§ 192.611 details the requirements for confirming or revising the MAOP according to the new
class location.

Paragraph (d) of § 192.611 requires the operator to confirm or revise the MAOP within 24
months of the change in class location. If an operator fails to confirm or revise the MAOP
within 24 months of the change in class location, then § 192.611 cannot be used and the pipeline
segment MAOP must be calculated in accordance with § 192.619(a), using the design factor that
appears in § 192,111 for the new class location.

The CPUC may impose more stringent MAOP regulations by- establishing them through state
law, PHMSA does not interpret state regulations.

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Office of Pipeline Safety provides written
clarifications of the Regulations (49 CFR Parts 190-199) in the form of interpretation letters. These letters reflect
the agency's current application of the regulations to the specific facts presented by the person requesting the
clarification. Interpretations do not create legally-enforceable rights or obligations and are provided to help the
public understand how to comply with the regulations.
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Question 2: If the answer to Question 1 is yes, must the operator use its design pressure
as the MAOP when the design pressure is the lowest pressure calculation required by
§ 192.619(a)? : ‘

Response: Yes, if the Grandfather Clause in § 192.619(c) or the alternative MAOP option in
§ 192.619(d) is not applicable. If the operator uses § 192.619(a) to determine MAOP, the
MAOP would be equal to the lowest value calculated according to paragraphs (a)(1) - (a)(4).

For a pre-July 1, 1970 pipeline segment, the operator must determine the MAOP in accordance
with § 192.619(a) unless the operator has documentation that meets the § 192.619(c)
requirements for the entire pipeline segment and elects to use it to establish MAQP.

If an operator uses § 192.619(a) to determine the pipeline segment MAOP, the operator must
have records to substantiate the calculations required in paragraphs (a)(1) — (a)(4), including the
properties of pipe and pipeline components. Paragraph (a)(1) requires that the pipeline design
pressure be determined in accordance with Subparts C and D, including § 192.105 which states
that the pipeline design pressure must be based upon the current class location design factor and
the actual pipe properties which include yield strength (grade), wall thickness, longitudinal joint
factor (seam type), maximum operating temperature and pipe diameter. If the pipeline segment
contains pipeline components such as bends, fittings, flanges or valves, the operator would need
to determine the design pressure of these pipeline components in accordance with applicable
sections of Subparts C and D of Part 192.

If an operator uses the Grandfather Clause in § 192.619(c) to establish the MAQP, the operator
must have documentation of the pipeline segment’s condition and operating and maintenance
history, including historical pressure records for the maximum operating pressure to which the
entire pipeline segment was subjected during the five years prior to July 1, 1970. The
Grandfather Clause in § 192.619(c) cannot be used to determine the MAOP after a change in
class location. Section 192.611 can be used to revise the MAOP within 24 months after a class
location change; after that deadline, the MAOP must be revised according to § 192.619(a).

Sections 192.517 and 192.603 require that all records regarding the pipeline MAOP
determination be kept for the life of the pipeline segment, including records of pipe properties,
pipeline component properties, pressure test records, class location studies, current class Jocation
designation, and operating history,

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Office of Pipeline Safety provides written
clarifications of the Regulations (49 CFR Parts 190-199) in the form of interpretation letters. These letters reflect
the agency's current application of the regulations to the specific facts presented by the person requesting the
clarification. Interpretations do not create legally-enforceable rights or obligations and are provided to help the
public understand how to comply with the regulations.




Question 3: Does § 192.619 apply to both transmission lines and distribution lines?

Response: Yes. The requirements in § 192.619 apply to both distribution and transmission
natural gas pipelines. Section 192.621 contains different standards that apply only to high
pressure distribution systems. States that regulate intrastate natural gas transmission pipelines
and natural gas distribution pipelines have the right to implement state pipeline regulations that
exceed the requirements in Part 192,

If we can be of further assistance, please contact John Gale of my staff at 202-366-0434.

Sincerely,

fey D. Wiese
Associate Administrator for
Pipeline Safety

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Office of Pipeline Safety provides written
clarifications of the Regulations (49 CFR Parts 190-199) in the form of interpretation letters. These letters reflect
the agency's current application of the regulations to the specific facts presented by the person re.questing the
clarification. Interpretations do not create legally-enforceable rights or obligations and are provided to help the
public understand how to comply with the regulations.




OI UL 505 Van Ness Avenue

Office of Ratepayer Advocates San Francisco, California 94102

A o : 415-703-238
California Public Utilities Contmission ;_.r: :: 2}2_;33:205;

JOSEPH P, COMO http://ora.ca.goy
Acting Director
December 4, 2013 DEC11 2p13
VIA US MAIL

John Gale

Director, Standards and Rulemaking
U.S. Department of Transportation
Pipeline and Hazardous

Materials Safety Administration
East Building, Second Floor

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE
Washington, D.C. 20590

Dear Mr. Gale,

The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) at the California Public Utilities Commission is
writing 10 the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) to request an
interpretation of the regulation on determining maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP)
for natural gas pipelines, 49 C.F.R. § 192.619. Specifically, do the design MAOP requirements
of 49 C.F.R. § 192.619(a)(1) apply to pipelines in service today that were placed in service

before July 1, 1970?' If a segment of pipeline was placed in service before July 1, 1970, and the
design MAOP is the lowest MAOP [rom the allowable methods of calculating MAOP set forth in
§ 192.619(a), must the operator operate that line under the design MAOP? (Please note that the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) no longer permits gas operators within its
jurisdiction to rely on § 192.619(c), the “grandfather clause,” to validate MAOP.?)

In PHMSA’s Waiver of Compliance Order PHP 08-0074, dated March 17, 2008, PHMSA
provided an interpretation of 192.619(a)’s MAOP requirements. Under that interpretation,
PHMSA acknowledged that:

' As PHMSA may be aware, in the afiermath of the San Bruno, California pipeline explosion disaster, the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) ordered its regulated gas utilities to begin extensive evaluations of records and
hydrotesting to verify the safety of natural gas pipelines. In particular, gas operators were ordered to validate the
MAOP of their transmission lines without relying on § 192.619(c) (the “grandfather clause™). See California Public
Utilities Commission Decision 11-06-017, pp. 18, 31 {June 9, 2011), available at
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/WORD_PDF/FINAL_DECISION/137309.PDF.

? See California Public Utilities Commission Decision 11-06-017, pp. 18, 31 (June 9, 2011), available at
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/WORD _PDF/FINAL_DECISION/137309.PDF.

Ratepayer Advocates in the Gas, Electric, Telecommunications and Water Industries




The Federal pipeline safety regulations in § 192.619(a) limit the MAOP of a
pipeline installed prior to July 1, 1970, to the lowest of the following four
pressures;

- The design pressure of the weakest element in the segment per
§192.619(a)(1);

- The pressure obtained by dividing the pressure to which the segment
was tested after construction by the applicable factor per § 192.619(a)(2);

- The highest actual operating pressure the segment was subjected to
during the 5 years preceding July 1, 1970 per § 192.619(a)(3); or

- The pressure determined by the operator to be the maximum safe
pressure after considering the history of the segment per § 192.619(a)(4).

A pipeline operator would need data to support all four pressures listed above to
establish the MAOP of a pipeline segment using § 192.619(a).’

ORA understands this interpretation to mean that an operator must calculate and consider the
design MAOP to determine the MAQOP of pipelines installed prior to July 1, 1970 (as well as
after that date). Could PHMSA verify that ORA’s understanding is correct?

PHMSA’s Waiver of Compliance Order PHP 08-0074, cited above, specifically addresses
distribution lincs. If the answer to the previous question is yes, does the same requirement 1o
calculate design MAOP for pipelines installed prior to July 1, 1970 also apply to transmission
lines? ORA’s understanding is that the Subpart L. requirements regarding how to determine
MAOP apply both to distribution and transmission lines. Section 192.601 refers to “the
minimum requirements for the operation of pipeline fucilities” and § 192.603(a) requires that
“[njo person may operate a segment of pipeline unless in accordance with this subpart” without
making a distinction between transmission lines or distribution lines.

In a recent hearing held by the CPUC, Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) asserted that it
is not required to consider design MAOP for a pipeline placed in service before July 1, 1970 that
has been subject to a Subpart J strength test . PG&E states that § 192.619(a)(1) is forward-
looking and applies only to segments of new pipeline installed after 1970, the year the federal
regulations became effective. In PG&E’s opinion, the regulations allow it to operate a line
placed in use prior to July 1, 1970 based on its strength test pressure MAOP, under
§192.619(a)(2), even when the design MAOP is lower.

I PHP 08-0074, p. | (March 17, 2008) (emphasis added).
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ORA interprets the regulations differently. ORA’s understanding is that when an operator is
directed to validate the MAOP of a line operating foday, regardless of when it was installed, it
must use the MAOP determined by § 192.619(a); that is, the lowest value of pressure calculated
using § 192.619(aX1), (2), (3) or (4). Thus, if the design MAOP is lower than test MAOP, the
design MAOP must be used unless one of the other methods permitted under § 192.619(a) yields
a result that is lower. ORA wishes to verify that its understanding is correct.

ORA has taken this position for a number of reasons. First, Section 192.619(a) does not state that
the design MAOP method is inapplicable to pipelines installed before July 1, 1970. Second, the
MAOP requirements under § 192.619 are part of Subpart L., which govemns safe operating
conditions. The “operator must use the lower of . . ... * provision of § 192.619(a) appears to be a
mandatory safety precaution. Third, PHP 08-0074, referenced above, confirms that the design
MAQOP provision applies to lines placed in operation prior to July 1, 1970.

In sum, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates asks for the following interpretations:

l. When validating the MAOP of pipeline segments placed in operation before July 1, 1970
that are still operating today, is the operator required to calculate and consider the design
MAQOP pursuant to § 192.619(a)(1)?

2. ifthe answer to Question 1 is yes, must the operator use its design MAOP when the
design MAOP is the lowest MAOP calculation required by § 192.619(a)?

3. Does § 192.619 apply both to transmission lines as well as distribution lines?

Sincerely,
Xl g. Como

Joseph P. Como

Acting Director

Office of Ratepayer Advocates
California Public Utilities Commission

Enclosure
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U.S. Depariment 1200 New Jersay Avenue, SE
ot Transpontation Washingion, D.C. 20580
Pipeline and Hazardous

Materialo Safety MAR 17 2008

Adminigtration

Mr. Dennis Fothergill

Regulatory Program Manager
Pipeline Safety Department
Transportation Division

Oklahoma Corporation Commission
P.O. Box 52000

Oklahoma City, OK 73152-2000

Dear Mr. Fothergill:

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) reviewed your letter of
January 23, 2008, notifying us that the Oklahoma Corporation Commission (Commission)
granted CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp doing business as CenterPoint Energy Oklahoma
Gas (CenterPoint) a waiver of compliance from state regulation 49 CFR 192.619(a)(3) [as
adopted by the Commission in OAC 165: 20-5-21] for 138 low-pressure distribution system
pipeline segments in Oklahoma. The regulations in § 192.619(a)(3) limit the maximum
allowable operating pressure (MAOP) of a steel or plastic pipeline segment installed prior to
July 1,970, to the highest actual operating pressure the segment was subjected to during the 5
years preceding July 1, 1970.

The Federal pipeline safety regulations in § 192.619(a} limit the MAOP of a pipeline installed
prior to July 1, 1970, to the lowest of the following four pressures:

~ The design pressure of the weakest element in the segment per § 192.619(a)(1);

~ The pressure obtained by dividing the pressure to which the segment was tested after
construction by the applicable factor per § 192.619(a)(2);

~ The highest actual operating pressure the segment was subjected to during the 5 years
preceding July 1, 1970 per § 192.619(a)(3); or

— The pressure determined by the operator to be the maximum safe pressure afler considering
the history of the segment per § 192.619(a)(4).

A pipeline operator would need data to support all four pressures listed above to establish the
MAOP of a pipeline segment using § 192.619(a).

When these rules were first promulgated in 1970, PHMSA recognized that an operator may not
have all the pressure data needed for existing pipelines. Therefore, we included in the rules a
“grandfather clause” to allow pipeline operators to establish the MAOP of an existing pipeline
segment in satisfactory condition, and considering its operating and maintenance history, at the
highest actual operating pressure to which the segment was subjected during the 5 years prior to
July 1, 1970. This “grandfather clause™ is codified in § 192.619(c), not § 192.619(a)(3).




The operator at the time the regulations were promulgated in 1970 should have established the
MAOP for each of these 138 low-pressure segments by using either § 192.619(a) or

§ 192.619(c). Moreover, there are additional MAQP restrictions for low-pressure distribution
systems in § 192.623. Subsequently, the MAOP of these segments can only be increased in
accordance with 49 CFR Part 192, Subpart K- Uprating, not § 192.619(a) or § 192.619(c), and
with consideration of § 192.623. Accordingly, if CenterPoint wishes to increase the existing
MACQPs, they should seek relief from the uprating regulations and the low-pressure distribution
system regulations, if required, not from § 192.619(a)(3).

Unfortunately, no data was submitted with the waiver grant to PHMSA regarding the existing
MAOPs of these 138 segments. Nor is it clear why CenterPoint is seeking MAOQP relief, if as
you state in your letter, “CenterPoint requested the MAOP for these 138 low pressure gas
distribution pipeline segments be established at 1.00 psig, which is the current and historical
maximum operating pressure for these segments.” If these segments have been historically
operated up to 1.00 psig, then the existing MAOPs must already be at least 1.00 psig or the
segments have been historically operated in violation of the pipeline safety regulations. If so,
this needs to be addressed before a waiver is granted.

PHMSA is unable to fully evaluate this waiver grant without additional information. For
example, why is CenterPoint establishing MAOPs in 2008 for pipeline segments that have been
operating for over 50 years? Are there any open enforcement actions regarding the historical
operation of these segments up to 1.00 psig? How does CenterPoint propose to meet the
requirements in § 192.623, when it is known that many gas appliances are rated for 0.5 psig or
less, not 1.00 psig?

For the reasons stated above, PHMSA objects to this waiver and the Commission’s order is
stayed. The Commission may appeal this matter. However, because the waiver of

§ 192.619(a)(3) is inappropriate, PHMSA suggests that CenterPoint resubmit its application to
the Commission and that the Commission grant a new waiver, if appropriate. The new waiver
grant must specifically identify the state pipeline safety regulation the Commission is waiving
and must include new information from the petitioner to justify granting the waiver. This new
information should include, at a minimum, technical evidence io substantiate that an MAOP of
1.00 psig for these 138 low-pressure distribution pipeline segments would result in equivalent or
greater safety than an MAOP established using the methods currently allowed in the Federal
pipeline safety regulations in 49 CFR Part 192,

If you wish to discuss this waiver or any other pipeline safety matter, my staff would be pleased
to assist you. Please call Barbara Betsock, Acting Director of Regulations at 202-366-4361 for
regulatory matters or Alan Mayberry, Director of Engineering and Emergency Support at
2(2-366-5124 for technical matters.

Sincerely,

W b’ (A
e
Jeffrey D. Wiese
Associate Administrator
for Pipeline Safety
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corrasion monitoring under § 192,465
for the life of the pipe. Most of these
commenters declared that 5 years would
be adequate, but did not explain why a
longer period is excessive, Lacking any
convincing documentation to the
contrary, RSPA believes the current rule
should stay in effect. In our experience,
a history of corrosion monitoring sheds
light on the possible causes of a
pipeline’s condition. Such history has
proven to be a valuable resource in
deciding the extent and kind of
remedial action needed when corrosion
problems emerge on a pipeline.

Regarding the proposed 5-year
retention time for records other than
those required by §§ 192.465 (a) and {e}
and 192.475(b). two commenters said
the minimum time should be 3 years 1o
coincide with the longest interval
between inspections. Two others
suggested that instead of a set time, we
adopt a performance standard for record
retention, basing it on the time needed
1o ubserve trends, inquire into
compliance, or collect superseding data.
All these comments provide a
reasonable basis for record retention.
However, our main concern is that
operators keep records for a period that
Is campatible with the oceurrence of
routine compliance investigations.
Therefore, for simpHcity and
uniformity, we have decided to adopt
the proposed 5-year minimum retention
time.

The state agency that commented
objected to the 5-year proposal on
grounds that it would sacrifice
information about why external or
atmospheric corrosion control was not
installed on pipelines under §§ 192.455,
192.457, and 192.479. RSPA believes
the loss of this information after 5 years
would not be significant, because the
pipelines involved are covered by
requirements for periodic inspections or
tests for corrosion under §8§ 192.465 and
192 481,

Section 192,553, General Requirements

(See previous discussion under
§192.14).

Section 192.607, Determination of Class
Location and Maximum Allowable
Operating Pressure

Because § 192.607 has no continuing
effect and the deadlines lor compliance
have expired. RSPA proposed to remove
§ 192.607 from part 192

Fourteen TPSSC members voted for
the proposal and one member abstained.

Five operators, one pipeline-related
association, and one state agency
commented on the proposed removal of
§192.607. Four operators and the
association favored the idea, One

operator and the state agency disagreed
with removal, believing the rule is
needed to tie a pipeline's maximum
allowable operating pressure (MAGP) to
its class location. Similarly, the NAPSR
report recornmended that we only
remove the past compliance deadlines
from § 192.607, leaving the rest of the
rule in place to regulate the relation of
class location to stress level on high-
stress pipelines. .

Section 192.607 was a transitional
requirement. [is purpose was to
establish plans under which operators
initially determined class locations and
confirmed or revised the MAQOPs of
their high-stress pipelines
commensurate with their class
locations. Seciion 192.607 provides that
the plans had to be executed in
accordance with § 192.611. This latter
section together with § 192.609 are
sufficient to require that operators have
up-to-date class location determinations
for high-stress pipelines, and maintain
the MAOPs of those lines commensurate
with their class locations.

Accordingly, § 192.607 is removed
from part 192,

Section 192.611, Change in Class
Location

Section 192.61 1 requires conflirmation
or revision of a pipeline’s MAOP within
18 months after a change in class
location. RSPA proposed to reorganize
§192.611 1o clarify the requirement that
the MAOP resulting from confirmation
of revision may not exceed the
pipeline’s previous MAQP. This
requirement is currently set forth in
§ 192.611{a){3){i1). supggesting that it
applies only to confirmations or
revisions under paragraph (2){3). which
is not the intent.

Fourteen TPSSC members voted for
the proposal and one member abstained.

Five operators and one pipeline-
related association comnented on the
proposal; each agreed with the proposal.
Section 192.611 is, therefare, adopted as
proposed in the NPRM.

Section 192.614, Damage Prevention
Program

To decrease excavation dlamage to
pipelines, § 192.614(b}{2) requires
operators to notily excavators and the
public about the need to locate buried
pipelines before excavating. The NPRM
proposed to amend the rule to clarify
that in contrasit to the actual notification
required for excavators, only general
nottfication is required for the public.
General notice can be given through
newspapers, radio, television, or other
means of mass communication, as
appropriate for the public in the vicinity
of the pipeline.

Fourteen TPSSC members voted for
the proposal and one member abstained.

Six pipeline operators and two
pipeline-related organizations
commented. Seven commenters gave
their full or qualified approval and one
commenter opposed the proposal. The
qualified and negative comments were
that the rule should inform operators of
the acceptable means of notification. We
do not feel it is necessary for the rule
ta do so, however, because the available
means of giving general public notice
are well known. The amendment {o
paragraph (b}{2) is adopied as proposed,

Section 192.619, Maximum Allowable
Operating Pressure: Steel or Plastic
Pipelines

Section 192.61%(a) prescribes six
pressure limits for use in determining
the MAOP of steel and plastic pipelines,
the lowest of which establishes the
MADP. Paragraph (a}{4} limits the
MAOP of furnace bult welded pipe to 60
percent of the mill test pressure,
Paragraph (a){5} limits the MAOP of
other steel pipe to 85 percent of the
highest test pressure to which the pipe
has been subjected, whether by mill test
or by the post installation test,

RSPA proposed to repeal paragraphs
{a){4} and (a){5), primarily because mill
tests are not an adequate MAOP
consideration. However, to assure
consideration of longitudinal jeint
efficiency. RSPA also proposed, in
paragraph (a}{2)(iii). that the class
location pressure limit under existing
paragraph {a) (2} (ii) be reduced for
furnace butt welded pipe and lap
welded pipe.

Eleven TPSSC members voted for the
proposal, one member supported it with
a recommended change, two members
opposed it, and one abstained. A
member recommended that RSPA not
adopt proposed paragraph {a){2){iii}
because design pressure (under
paragraph {a)(1)) adequately covers
jongitudinal joint concerns.

RSPA concurs with this view as
explained below in response to public
comment.

Thirteen operators, four pipeline-
related associations, and one state
agency commented on the proposed
amendmert. Two operators, one
pipeline-related assoctation, and one
state agency commented that proposed
paragraph {a}(2}{ili} could require
operators to reduce the operating
pressure of some pipelines or test them
to higher pressures than they previously
were iested, possibly damaging the
pipelines. In addition. some
commenters statec) that proposed
paragraph (a)(2) (i1} would duplicate use
of longitudinal joint factors.




ATTACHMENT H

Excerpt From Presentation Of The Pipeline and Hazardous Material
Administration At The MAOP Workshop Sponsored By The CPUC’s Safety
and Enforcement Division In R.11-02-019

“Calculating MAOP For Pre-1970 Pipe”
Dated May 11, 2015
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ATTACHMENT 1

Presentation Of The Pipeline and Hazardous Material Administration At The
MAOP Workshop Sponsored By The CPUC’s Safety and Enforcement
Division In R.11-02-019

“Calculating MAOP When There Are Insufficient Records To Comply With
Federal Regulations — What Is The Process For Moving Towards
Compliance?”

Dated May 11, 2015
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ATTACHMENT J
“SED Memo”

Letter from Kenneth Bruno, Program Manager — Gas Safety and Reliability
Branch, Safety And Enforcement Division, California Public Ultilities
Commission to President Picker And Commissioners

Dated February 13, 2015




STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Govemar

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84102200

February 13, 2015

To: President Picker and Commissioners

From: Kenneth Bruno, Program Manager - Safety and Enforcement Division

Re: SED’s Analysis and Opinion on:
PHMSA's Interpretation Letter date stamped January 23, 2015
ORA’s Letter dated January 30, 2015 to CPUC Commissioners
PG&E'’s February 2, 2015 Letter to ORA
ORA’s Clarification Letter dated February 5, 2015

Dear President Picker and Commissioners:

In a letter dated January 30, 2015 to President Picker and the Commissioners, the
Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) indicated that a portion of Pacific Gas &
Electric Company's (PG&E’s) gas transmission system Is not in compliance with
federal regulations regarding the establishment of Maximum Allowable Operating
Pressure (MAOP). ORA's letter relied in large part upon an Interpretation letter
from Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration’s (PHMSA) that was
requested by ORA.

The Safety and Enforcement Division (SED) has conducted a thorough analysis
PHMSA's Interpretation letter to ORA, ORA’s January 30, 2015 letter, and
subsequent response letters from PG&E and ORA. SED also met with ORA following
the release of the PHMSA interpretation letter to better understand their concerns,
and spoke with PHMSA on at least two occasions about their interpretation. Six
members of the Gas Safety & Reliabllity Branch of SED reviewed the material:
three Senior Utilitles Engineer — Specialists (P.E.), one Utility Engineer, a Program
and Project Supervisor (P.E.), and the Program Manager.

SED’s Summarized Opinion

In SED's opinion, PHMSA's interpretation letter does not present any immediate
safety concerns. Nor does the letter indicate any problems with SED’s safety
assurance work completed to date on PG&E’s Pipeline Safety and Enhancement
Plan (PSEP), PSEP Update Application, Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) Validation, or Gas Transmission & Storage Rate Case (GT&S). SED is not
of the opinion that the California Public Utilitles Commission (CPUC) eliminated
Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations (49 CFR) § 192.619(c) also known as the




“grandfathering provision.” PHMSA’s letter, however, stated that “ORA informed
PHMSA that the...CPUC no longer permits gas operators with its jurisdiction to rely
on the ‘Grandfather Clause’ in § 192,619(c).” PHMSA'’s letter accordingly is based
on that assumption, resulting in some confusion.

SED is of the opinion that a number of ORA’s questions deserve solid answers,
preferably in the Natural Gas Rulemaking Proceeding (R.)11-02-019. SED's
understanding is ORA believes that some of their questions did not get sufficiently
addressed in that proceeding, which led to their request for interpretation.

» In our opinion the CPUC did not eliminate 49 CFR § 192.619(c), also known
as the grandfathering provision, however did require PG&E and other
operators to pressure test or replace every transmission pipeline that did not
have a 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart J test, or had pressure test records that
were incomplete.

« PHMSA’s interpretation letter to ORA is based, in part, on the assumption
that the CPUC did indeed eliminate grandfathering.

¢ ORA has not presented nor specified examples of segments not in
compliance, but raises general areas of concern that should be tested for
specific compliance.

« ORA raises general class location concerns that SED also recommend be
looked at in workshops on a segment by segment basis.

» PG&E incorrectly states that 49 CFR § 192.619 (a) Is only forward looking as
Subpart L - Operations is retroactive.

» SED and PHMSA recognize strength tests as the most accurate method for
verifying MAOP because unavailable or inaccurate design data can result in
misleading design pressures. Stated simply, if the pipe can successfully hold
pressure at a high level, it is logical that it can safely hold pressure at a
lower level.

s SED would like to point out that PG&E appears to be misinterpreting 49 CFR
§8§ 192.619(a)(4) and 192.621{a)(5). SED will only consider the factors in
49 CFR §§ 192.619(a)(4) or Part 192.621(a){5) to go down in pressure from
an otherwise established MAOP in accordance with cur PHMSA Training and
Qualifications.!

» PG&E should provide evidence of a historic operating pressure record from
the applicable 1965-1970 era as its basis while operating Line 147 under 49
CFR § 192.619(c) at 400 psig.

' See Page 2 of PG&E's reply to ORA’s January 30, 2015 letter




» ORA suggests that PG&E has uprated transmission lines without evidence of
a class change. PG&E should immediately identify any and all segments
where this has occurred and SED will conduct a thorough examination. ORA
is welcome to participate in this analysis.

SE clusion

The Gas Safety & Reliability Branch of the SED does not currently know of any
specific instances of non-compliance regarding MAOP, but does support having
workshops with specific MAQP calculations for identified pipeline segments. SED
could lead such workshops and we would welcome PHMSA Western region to
participate as well, along with any interested parties. SED will continue to
investigate PG&E's compliance with code as it relates to class location and related
impact to MAOP and their historical use of 49 CFR § 192.619(c). SED will also
continue to monitor PG&E for code compliance in our ongoing safety assurance
activities. Please feel to contact either Dennis Lee or Kenneth Bruno with any
questions.

Sincerely,

Fuwidh B e/

Kenneth Bruno

Program Manager

Gas Safety and Reliability Branch
Safety and Enforcement Division
California Public Utilities Commission

Cc: Timothy J. Sullivan, CPUC Executive Director
Peter Allen, CPUC Legal
Denise Tyrell, CPUC, Acting Director, SED
Liza Malashenko, CPUC, Deputy Director, SED
Dennis Lee, CPUC, Program and Project Supervisor, SED
Maribeth Bushey, AL
Ken Koss, Chief-of-Staff, President Picker
Sepideh Khosrowjah, Chief-of-Staff Commissioner Florio
Ditas Katague, Chief-of-Staff Commissioner Sandoval
Julie Fitch, Chief-of-Staff Commissioner Peterman
Rachel Peterson, Chief-of-Staff Commissioner Randolph




ATTACHMENT K

Letter from Joseph Como, Acting Director, Office of Ratepayer Advocates To
California Public Utilities Commission to President Michael Picker And
Commissioners Catherine Sandoval, Michel Florio, Carla Peterman, and

Liane Randolph — Without Attachments

Dated January 30, 2015




o ORA

%‘% ‘,'ansn -
’ P Office of Ratepayer Advocates
California Public Utilities Commission

Joseph P. Como
Acting Director

January 30, 2015

President Michael Picker
Commissioner Catherine Sandoval
Commissioner Michel Florio
Commissioner Carla Peterman
Commissioner Liane Randolph

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, California 94102
Tel: 415-703-2381

Fax: 415-703-2057

hitp ora.ca.goy

Subject: PG&E's Compliance with Federal Gas Pipeline Safety Regulations

Dear President Picker and Commissioners:

I am writing to convey information that a portion of Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PG&E)
gas transmission system is not in compiiance with federal regulations regarding the
establishment of Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP). | suggest that the
Commission develop a plan in coordination with the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (PHMSA) and interested parties to ensure that the operation of PG&E’s gas
transmission system complies with minimum federal safety regulations. Information provided by
PHMSA indicates that in areas of increased population many of PG&E's pipelines are not being
operated within federal safety rules. In other areas PG&E has improperly relied on the federal
"grandfathering” rules to avoid complying with more stringent pipeline standards.

Background

In response to the San Bruno disaster of September 9, 2010, the CPUC initiated Rulemaking
(R.) 11-02-019, a gas safety rulemaking. The Commission issued Decision (D.)11-06-017,
which stated that “historic exemptions must come to an end,” and ordered that all in-service
natural gas transmission pipes in California with no evidence of a pressure test be pressure

tested or replaced.

As a result of issues arising in the Order to Show Cause regarding Line 147 in R.11-02-019, and
the calculation of the MAOP for that line, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) sought
federal interpretation of federal regulations that establish the standards for the operation of

natural gas transmission and distribution lines.

Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 192 et.al. imposes the requirements to
operate natural gas transmission and distribution lines, and § 192.619 establishes three
different approaches for calculating the MACP of pipeline segments. Subsection (a) of §
192.619 imposes four procedures for calculating the MAOP, and requires the pipeline to be
operated at the lowest maximum pressure that is calculated by these four procedures. This

process establishes the MAOP for that pipeline.

! Decision 11-06-017, p. 18.

Ratepayer Advocates in the Gas, Electric, Telecommunications and Water Industries




For segments with certain operation and maintenance records for the five year period before
July 1, 1970, Subsection (c) of § 192.619 (also known as the “Grandfather Clause”) permits the
MAOP to be set at the pipeline segment’s highest actual operating pressure to which the
segment was subject in that five year period, provided that the segment is “found fo be in
satisfactory condition, considering its operating and maintenance history.”

PHMSA Issued Interpretation 14-0005 on January 23, 201 5
Regarding the Grandfather Clause (§ 192.619(¢)) PHMSA stated:

¢ For a pre-July 1, 1870 pipeline segment, the operator must determine the MAOP in
accordance with § 192.619(a) or 619(d) uniess the operator has documentation that
meets the § 192.619(c) requirements for the entire pipeline segment and elects to use it
to establish MAOP.

« If an operator uses the Grandfather Clause in § 192.619(¢) to establish the MAOP, the
operator must have documentation of the pipeline segment's condition and operating
and maintenance history, including historical pressure records for the maximum
operating pressure to which the entire pipeline segment was subjected during the five
years prior to July 1, 1970.

¢ The Grandfather Clause in § 192.619(c) cannot be used after a change in class location.

Regarding class location changes, PHMSA stated:

e Paragraph (d) of § 192.611 requires the operator to confirm or revise the MAOP within
24 months of the change in class location. If an operator fails to confirm or revise the
MAQORP within 24 months of the change in class location, then § 192.611 cannot be used
and the pipeline segment MACP must be calculated in accordance with § 192.619(a),
using the design factor that appears in § 192.111 for the new class location.

e Section 192.611 can be used to revise the MAQP within 24 months after a class location
change; after that deadiine, the MAOP must be revised according to § 192.619(a).

« Sections 192.517 and 192.603 require that all records regarding the pipeline MAOP
determination be kept for the life of the pipeline segment, including records of pipe
properties, pipeline component properties, pressure test records, class location studies,
current class location designation, and operating history.

The Current Status and Action Required

As confirmed by PHMSA's interpretation, some of PG&E's gas transmission pipelines do not
comply with federal safety regulations regarding both class location changes and the
Grandfather Clause:

s PG&E has identified miles of pipeline, with implications for hundreds of miles of pipeline,
that are operating in violation of federal minimum safety regulations.?

2 A copy of the January 23, 2015 Regulatory Interpretation Letter is available on PHMSA's website at

hitpt phimsa, dolopy vah-en:

templaging voindevsphypnestond ~biBAREaTab (B TV on VOMTOO000J2cTRUSRUR ISy phexichnmels 2hOh34dS
PAMST0VEn YV OM I 00000J2c0TRIBRORD& veneatfn-print and is attached to this letter.

! PG&E October 9, 2014 ¢x parte notice of “ALJ-274 Self-ldentificd Potential Non-Compliance Notification:
Operating Transmission Pipeline Sections Out of Class with Valid Pressure Tests.” PG&E self-reported 13 pipeline
seciions operating at too low of a safety margin on October 9, 2014 and also notified the Safety and Enforcement
Division of the Commission {SED) that it intended to operate part of Line 401 out of compliance while lowering
other pressures in November. PG&E provided a confidential presentation to SED stafT on this issue in April 2014




¢ PG&E needs to immediately produce the records required by PHMSA to operate under
the Grandfather Clause or come into compliance as required under Section 619.619(a).*

ORA racommends that the Commission should:

* |dentify how many miles of transmission pipeline are operating out of compliance with
federal regulations regarding the calculation of MAOP and class location changes,
including those miles PG&E has already self-reporied;

= |dentify the need for federal waivers of operating requirements to keep pipelines in
operation until they can be brought into compliance (assuming no imminent safety
threat);

¢ Establish a plan for bringing PG&E's gas transmission system into compliance with the
federai regulations as expeditiously as possible; and,

o Clarify whether pipeline operators in California may still use the Grandfather Clause. As
demonstrated during the Order to Show Cause discussions on Line 147, there is
significant uncertainty among parties about the precise intent and applicability of stricter
California standards in place of Federal regulations.

Please do not hesitate to contact Nathaniel Skinner on my staff at 415-703-1393 if you have
questions about the information presented ahove.

Singerely,

cc Christine Hammond, Legal Advisor to President Picker
Marcelo Poirier, Legal Advisor o Commissioner Florio
Allison Brown, Legal Advisor to Commissioner Sandoval
Niki Bawa, Legal Advisor to Commissioner Petermarn
Rachel! Peterson, Chief of Staff to Commissioner Randolph
Karen Clopton, CPUC General Counsel
Denise Tyrrell, Director, Safety and Enforcement Division
Elizaveta Malashenko, Deputy Director, Safety and Enforcement Division

Attachment

which contains specific mileage impacts. PG&E has since reported initiating replacement or other remediation for
many of these segments.

* D.11-06-017 discusses PG&E records searches performed to confirm operation under the Grandfather Clause, but
there is no evidence confirming that these historical records were of the type or quality required to operate in
compliance with the Grandfather Clause.
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ATTACHMENT L
PG&E Data Response 6452.03 to ORA

Dated June 14, 2015




From:
Sent: Sunday, June 14, 2015 2:13 PM
To:
Subject: FW: PD Rulemaking 11-02-019 - (Index No. 64525upp01- ORA Grandfather-01 Request)

Per your request:

@pge.com]

QUESTION 6452.03: Please explain how PG&E can establish the MAOP of a pipe segment in
compliance with 49 CFR 192.619(a) if PG&E does not have a pressure test record for the pipe
segment.

RESPONSE 6452.03: As PG&E has explained in various proceedings, workshops, and
correspondence, PG&E relies on the CPUC's decisions (e.g., D.11-06-017, D.14-11-023, D.13-
12-042) and directives (e.g., attachment “3-16-2011_Clanon_Lelter.pdf'), Public Utilities Code
Section 958(b), and 49 CFR §192.619(a) to validate the MAOP of its transmission

pipelines. Accordingly, the MAOP of pipelines without a pressure test record is calculated using
engineering-based calculations on an interim basis pending strength test, consistent with the
PSEP, GT&S and related filings and proceedings.

See the Proposed Decision in Rulemaking 11-02-019, which states: “On May 11 and 12, 2015,
the Commission's Safety and Enforcement Division conducted a workshop on calculating
Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure in California for natural gas transmission

systems. This workshop addressed issues related to the relationship between Commission
D.11-06-017 and federal regulations.”

In addition, on 9/198/14, the National Transportation Safety Board closed Recommendation P-
10-005 to the CPUC stating:

We note that you reviewed the PG&E MAOP validation project and confirmed
the following:

» The MAOP for transmission pipeline components was established and
supported by complete pressure test records in compliance with historical
regulatory requirements and best practices.

¢ Material specifications critical to calculating MAOP of pipeline components
were supported by existing records. Conservative engineering-based
assumptions were used when those critical material specifications were
unsupported by records.

* MAOP validation was conducted in accordance with regulatory
requirements, mandates, and Safety Recommendations P-10-2 and P-10-3.

Your April 25, 2014, final report concluded that PG&E's MAOP validation had
satisfied state requirements; it also satisfies Safety Recommendation P-10-5,
which is classified CLOSED—ACCEPTABLE ACTION.

(Emphasis added).




ATTACHMENT M
PG&E Data Response 6452.07 to ORA
Dated June 5, 2015




From: @pge.com]

R
Sent: Friday, June 05, 2015 6:09 PM
To:
Cc:

Subject: ORA data request to PG&E in regards to 49 CFR 192.619

Below please find responses to questions 7, 9, 11, 12 and 13 from your data
request. PG&E is still reviewing the rest of your requests and will provide responsive
materials as soon as they are available.

PG&E is providing this response pursuant to Public Utilities Code §583 because portions of this response
and the attached documents contain information that should remain confidential and not be subject to
public disclosure as it contains one or more of the following: critical infrastructure information that is not
normally provided fo the general public, the dissemination of which poses public safety risks (pursuant to
the Critical infrastructures Inforration Act of 2002, 6 U.S.C. §§131-134): personal information pertaining
to PG&E employees below director level; custorner information; or commercially sensitive/proprietary
information. This information is highlighted yellow below.

QUESTION 6452.07: Please provide a copy of PG&E's plan intended to comply with California
Public Utilities Code §958, or provide identifying information if ORA is already in possession of
the plan.

RESPONSE 6452.07: Refer to the filings and materials in the PSEP proceeding and PG&E's
2015 GT&S rate case.



ATTACHMENT N

PDF Of Excel Spreadsheet Showing How Penalties Were Calculated
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ATTACHMENT O
PG&E Data Response 6757.01 to 6757.12 to ORA
Dated September 30, 2015




From: [N @ poe. com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 8:22 AM
Cc:

Subject: FW: Index 6757: ORA data request 02 to PG&E in regards to 49 CFR 192.619

Per your request, my apologies for the late response:

FPG&E is providing this response pursuant to Public Utilities Code §583 becauss this response and/or the
attached documents contain information that should remain confidential and not be subject to public
disclosure as it contains one or more of the following: critical infrastructure information that is not normally
provided to the general public, the dissemination of which poses public safety risks (pursuant to the
Critical Infrastructures Information Act of 2002, 6 U.S.C. §§131-134); personal information pertaining to
PG&E employees below director level, customer information; or commercially sensitive/proprietary
information. This confidential information is highlighted yellow.

Please note the “IndexNo. 6757 02. Maps. CONF.zip" will be transmitted via the CPUC FTP
site due to its size.

QUESTION 6757.01: With regard to the attached spreadsheet, please amend PG&E's
Confidential Response to Index No. 6452.01 to provide the following information in the
highlighted yellow columns for the referenced lines and segments:

¢ The Design Factor used in determining Design MAOP.

» Specification regarding whether the pipe is covered under transmission or distribution
regulations.

* The closest town or city the Pipeline Segment passes through.

¢ Description of features leading to Class 3 designation (blacked out cells indicate not
designated as Class 3, and no response is needed for that cell).

o Forexample (i) 46 or more buildings intended for human occupancy; (ii) within
100 yards of a building or small, well-defined outside area that is occupied by 20
or more persons on at least 5 days a week for 10 weeks in any 12-month period.

o If (ii), please describe the building or area.
¢ Whether PG&E is missing the record or has a poor quality record.

¢ What mitigation efforts, if any, PG&E will undertake since there is no pressure test on
the identified segment.

o E.g. PG&E will pressure test the segment.
» Expected year for mitigation to be completed.
» The date for which the information provided in the response is current.

RESPONSE 6757.01: See attachment "indexNo.6757.01-CONF.xigx" for the additional
information requested. Note that the spreadsheet provided in Response 6452.01 relied on data
from PG&E’s Pipeline Feature List (PFL) dataset. The PFL is a “living” document that is
updated with replacement and test information as work is completed. For this reason, row 10




(Line 191A Segment 108) and row 15 (Line 21C, Segment 136) in attachment

lines have been hydrotested and retired, respectively. Also, note that these pipelines are all
subject to transmission pipeline regulations.

QUESTION 6757.02: Please provide detailed maps for the identified segments in the attached

available, piease explain by segment why not.

RESPONSE 6757.02: See attachment “indexNo.6757 02 Maps  CONE.zi|
pipelines and segments requested. Refer to the table below for the filename of the map for
each pipeline and segment provided.

42.6887 | 43.3516 | 00

002 39.8312 | 42.6698 | O
021C 136 | 49.9704 | 50.6049
021D 103.5 | 19.331 | 20.0072 |
021D 105 | 20.3865 | 20.9571

021F 103.1 | 0.4108
118A 160.3 | 26.9132 5
118A 203 | 58.8929 | 59.7026
124B 112 10.018 | 10.5313 |:
1819-01 411 0.5511 | 1.0757 |
1819-01 | 4232 | 1.3723 | 1.9176

181A 107 | 19.0213 | 19.7172 %
191A 108 | 4.0779 | 4.8061
319 101 0.4512 | 1.0907
319 120 3.0296 | 3.617
319 170 4645 | 56467
319 200 7.2517 | 8.5258

379 101 0.0211 | 0.8202
379 101 0.8292 | 2.5861

378 101“?;;com=4§df

QUESTION 6757.03: Please identify the specific columns in PG&E’s response to Question
6452.01 that PG&E claims are confidential.

RESPONSE 6757.03: PG&E considers the combination and breadth of the detailed pipeline
specification and locational data provided in the spreadsheet to constitute confidential critical
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energy infrastructure information. The specific columns that PG&E considers confidential are
those that could be used in combination to determine the location of the accompanying detailed
pipeline specifications: Route (Line Number), Segment Number, MP Start, and MP End.

QUESTION 6757.04: Please identify the specific columns in PG&E's response to Question
6452.04 that PG&E claims are confidential.

RESPONSE 6757.04: See Response 6757.03.

QUESTION 6757.05: Piease identify the specific columns in PG&E'’s response to Question
6452.15 that PG&E claims are confidential.

RESPONSE 6757.05: See Response 6757.03.

QUESTION 6757.06: Please confirm that PG&E has approximately 38.6 miles of pipeline,
operating above 100 psig, installed after November 11, 1970, for which PG&E does not have a
traceable, verifiable and complete pressure test record. If the 38.6 miles is not correct, please
explain. If there is a subset of the 38.6 miles for which PG&E has a traceable, verifiable, and
complete pressure test record, please provide a breakdown between untested and miles without
adequate record, by class location. If the identified miles of pipeline are incorrect, please
provide the correct number and explain.

RESPONSE 6757.06: Per the data provided to ORA in Response 6452.01, there are 38.6
miles of pipeline operating above 100 psig installed after November 11, 1970, for which PG&E
does not have a traceable, verifiable and complete pressure test record.

QUESTION 6757.07: Please confirm that PG&E has approximately 62.6 miles of pipeline,
operating above 20% Specified Minimum Yield Strength (SMYS), installed before November 12,
1970 and after July 1, 1961, for which PG&E does not have a traceable, verifiable and complete
pressure test record. If the 62.6 miles is not correct, please explain. If there is a subset of the
62.6 miles for which PG&E has a traceable, verifiable and complete pressure test record, please
provide a breakdown between untested and miles without adequate record, by class location. If
the identified miles of pipeline are incorrect, please provide the correct number and explain.

RESPONSE 6757.07: Per the data provided to ORA in Response 6452.01, there are 52.3 miles
of pipeline operating above 20% SMYS and 10.3 miles of pipeline operating below 20% SMYS
installed between July 1, 1961, and November 12, 1970, for which PG&E does not have a
traceabl venf:able and complete pressure test record. See attachment "/IndexNo.

6757, ible. . CONF.xis%’ for a list of the segments operating above 20% SMYS that sum to
52.3 miles.

QUESTION 6757.08: Please confirm that PG&E has approximately 130.8 miles of pipeline in
class 3 locations for which PG&E does not have a traceable, verifiable and complete pressure
test record. If the 130.8 miles is not correct, please explain. If there is a subset of the 130.8
miles for which PG&E has a traceable, verifiable and complete pressure test record, please
provide a breakdown between untested and miles without adequate records. If the identified
miles of pipeline are incorrect, please provide the correct number and explain.




RESPONSE 6757.08: Per the data provided to ORA in Response 6452.01, there are 129.5
miles of pipeline in class 3 locations for which PG&E does not have a traceable, verifiable and
complete pressure test record. Per Response 6757.01, miles of pipe for L-191A and L-021C
have been removed from this mileage total.

QUESTION 6757.09: Please confirm that PG&E has approximately 866.9 miles of pipeline in
with lengths equal to or greater than 250 feet for which PG&E does not have a traceable,
verifiable and complete pressure test record. If the 866.9 miles is not correct, please explain. If
there is a subset of the 866.9 miles for which PG&E has a traceable, verifiable and complete
pressure test record, please provide a breakdown between untested and miles without
adequate records. If the identified miles of pipeline are incorrect, please provide the correct
number and explain.

RESPONSE 6757.09: Per the data provided to ORA in Response 6452.01, there are 987.0
miles of pipeline with lengths equal to or greater than 250 feet, for which PG&E does not have a
traceable, verifiable and complete pressure test record. Note that the 866.9 miles identified in
Question 6757.09 does not appear to account for the combination of like routes with
consecutive mile points to determine sections of pipeline that exceed 250 feet in

length. Additionally, per Response 6757.01, miles of pipe for L-191A and L-021C have been
removed from this mileage total.

QUESTION 6757.10: Please confirm that PG&E has approximately 325 miles of pipeline which
relies upon engineering assumptions about yield strength of the pipe as of December 31, 2014.
If the identified miles of pipeline are incorrect, please provide the correct number and explain.

RESPONSE 6757.10: Per the data provided to ORA in Response 6452.04, there are
approximately 325 miles of pipeline where the yield strength is assumed.

QUESTION 6757.11: Please confirm that PG&E is using 24,000 psig as the yield strength,
where yield strength is unknown, for approximately 25.4 miles of pipe. If the identified miles of
pipeline are incorrect, please provide the correct number and explain.

RESPONSE 6757.11: Per the data provided to ORA in Response 6452.04, there are 25.4 miles
of pipeline where a yield strength of 24,000 psig is assumed.

QUESTION 6757.12: Please confirm that PG&E has approximately 128.5 miles of pipeline for
which PG&E is assuming the vield strength of the pipe is greater than 24,000 psig, while both
wall thickness and joint efficiency factor are unknown. If the identified miles of pipeline are
incorrect, please provide the correct number and explain.

RESPONSE 6757.12: Per the data provided to ORA in Response 6452.04, there are 128.5
miles of pipeline where a yield strength greater than 24,000 psig is assumed and where the wall
thickness and joint efficiency factor are unknown.




